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Interview Summary 


Application No. 

10/531,133 


Applicant(s) 

CROSSLEY, WILLIAM 
JAMES 


Examiner 
Adriana Figueroa 


Art Unit 

3633 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 
m Adrians Fiaueroa . l3) Laura Barrow , 
(2) Michael Safavi . (4) . 



Date of Interview: 09 October 2007 . 

Type: a)S Telephonic b)P Video Conference 

c)n Personal [copy given to: 1 )□ applicant 2)\3 applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)n Yes e)^ No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1 and 4 , 

Identification of prior art discussed: Bevilacaua . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)n was reached. g)|EI was not reached. h)n N/A. 

Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Slieet 



(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



Exahiiner's sign 
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Paper No. 20071009 



^Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/531,133 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant presented proposed amendments for claim 1 (see 
attachment) in an attempt to overcome the outstanding prior art rejection. Examiner responded by noting that it 
appeared the proposed language does not set forth anything already recited. 

Mrs Barrow asked about the possibility of the method of claim 4 being allowable. However, the examiner could not at 
this time offer any language that would serve to overcome the applied prior art to overcome the rejection of claim 4 . 
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Laura G. Barrow 

Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 215 
Estero, Florida 33928 USA 
Teh (239) 466-4355 Fax: (239) 466-8554 
Email: LCBPATENT@AOL.COM 



October 2, 2007 

f^ia facsimile - 571-273-8281 

Examiner Adriana Figueroa 
Group 3637 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virgima 22313*1450 



Re: U.S. Serial No. 10/531,133 

Inventor: William James Crosslcy 
Title: Gutter Cleaning Shutter 



Hello Examiner Figuero, 

Thank you for reuiming my call this morning. Per my message, I would like to schedule a brief 
telephonic interview with you regarding the above-identified patent application for either tomorrow or 
sometime next week, if that is more convenient for you. This case is now in the two-month extension 
period (deadline October 30» 2007), so there is time. 

I would like to propose the following amended claim 1 (with amendments underlined and in bold text) for 
your consideration: 

Claim 1 : ' A shutter for an open end of a rain gutter of the type having spaced front and rear sidewalls 

connected together by a base member and suitable for mounting along and under the overhang of 
a roof of a building and co-operating with at least one downpipe attached to said gutter, said 
shutter including: 

a frame configured for attachment to said exit end of said gutter adapted to bo 
connect e d to said e nd of said gutter, said frame defining an aperture; and 



a plate secured within said frame and adapted to slide within said frame from a closed 
position which substantially prevents exit of debris collected in said gutter through said 
aperture to an open position allowing exit of said debris through said aperture; 



wherein said frame is adapted not to impede flow of said debris along said base member 
as said debris is discharged through said aperture. 
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Ex. Adriana I'igucroa 
Page 2 
October 2, 2007 



Tt is my opinion that the above-claim language distinguishes the invention from that disclosed in 
Bevilacqua, in that it describes a separate frame configured to attach to an open exit end of an existing 
gutter. You have argued that the opening in the gutter shown in Bevilacqua (see Fig. 4, reference number 
46 - copy attached) constitutes a frame, but it is really an opening in the floor of the existing gutter - not 
a separate frame that attaches to the gutter, much less a separate frame that attaches to the open exit end 
of the gutter. If you feel that the language I have included above in claim 1 is not quite right to make this 
distinction, I would like to discuss v^th you alternate language that would be acceptable to you. 

I also believe that Bevilacqua teaches away from the use of my client's shutter on the gutter 
shown Bevilacqua, in that the hose (see Fig. 4, reference 42) is in the way and would not allow the frame 
of claim 1 to attach to the open exit end of the gutter. Again, I would like to discuss language to make 
this distinction. 

If wc can come to an agreement with respect to claim 1 , 1 would like to keep my method claim 4, 
as amended in line with amendments made to claim 1 , and add a new combination claim - that is, a 
shutter as defined in claim 1 in combination wi± the gutter itself. 

Thank you again for agreeing to grant me an interview. I look forward to bearing back with you 
regarding a day and time that is convenient for you. 



Sincerely yours, 




Laura G. Barrow 
Reg. No. 35,437 
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